Leadership research has been encumbered by a proliferation of constructs and measures, despite little evidence that each is sufficiently conceptually and operationally distinct from the others. We draw from research on subordinates' implicit theories of leader behavior, behaviorally anchored rating scales, and decision making to argue that leader affect (i.e., the degree to which subordinates have positive and negative feelings about their supervisors) underlies the common variance shared by many leadership measures. To explore this possibility, we developed and validated measures of positive and negative leader affect (i.e., the Leader Affect Questionnaires; LAQs). We conducted 10 studies to develop the five-item positive and negative LAQs and to examine their convergent, discriminant, predictive, and criterion-related validity. We conclude that a) the LAQs provide highly reliable and valid tools for assessing subordinates' evaluations of their leaders; b) there is significant overlap between existing leadership measures, and a large proportion of this overlap is a function of the affect captured by the LAQs; c) when the LAQs are used as control variables, in most cases, they reduce the strength of relationships between leadership measures and other variables; d) the LAQs account for significant variance in outcomes beyond that explained by other leadership measures; and e) there is a considerable amount of unexplained variance between leadership measures that the LAQs do not capture. Research suggestions are provided and the implications of our results are discussed.
In this article, we describe the development and validation of leader affect scales based on the premise that subordinate evaluations of leaders are largely a function of affect, which we conceptualize as the degree to which subordinates have positive and negative feelings about their supervisors. We argue that such scales are necessary to identify the effects of affect on subordinates' ratings of leaders. We also propose that affect is a primary driver of subordinate evaluations of their leaders and should not be ignored or viewed only as a nuisance factor or control variable.
The foundation for our research relies on three bodies of research. First, the work of Lord and his colleagues (e.g., Lord, Binning, Rush, & Thomas, 1978; Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 1984; Lord & Shondrick, 2011; Rush, Thomas, & Lord, 1977; Shondrick, Dinh, & Lord, 2010) demonstrates that evaluations of lead-ers are typically a function of categorization processes that are dependent upon subordinates' implicit theories of leader behavior. According to this perspective, leaders who match subordinates' implicit templates of good leaders are evaluated more positively than those who do not. Lord and his colleagues contend that this template matching process is not the result of deliberate cognitive processes, but is more appropriately described as an instantaneous recognition process. We argue that this instantaneous recognition process is cued by the affect that subordinates feel toward their supervisors.
A second influence on our premise is the work on developing and validating performance appraisals, particularly the work on behaviorally anchored rating scales (BARS; Smith & Kendall, 1963) . The initial proposition of this work was that requiring supervisors to evaluate specific performance-related behaviors would lead to more valid performance ratings than traditional appraisal formats that are based on general dimensions such as productivity, quality, and dependability. However, researchers found that ratings of performance were based more on a general factor relating to performance, rather than the specific criteria on the appraisal forms (e.g., Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2005) . Similarly, we argue that impressions of supervisor effectiveness are largely guided by a general factor relating to subordinate affect.
A third influence on our basic thesis is research on the role of affect in decision making (e.g., Damasio, 1994; Lerner, Li, Valdesolo, & Kassam, 2015) . In general, this research demonstrates that affect is the primary stimulus driving most important decisions. We also draw from affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) , which contends that affective reactions to work related events (e.g., positive or negative feedback by a supervisor) are primary determinants of subordinates' moods and emotions, which, in turn, affect both cognition and behavior. Thus, we argue that the affect subordinates feel about their supervisors drives the decision-making processes subordinates use to evaluate their leaders.
We draw from these three bodies of research to support our argument that the majority of variance in subordinates' leadership ratings is attributable to affect regarding their leaders. To test this premise, we conducted a series of 10 studies in order to a) develop and validate reliable measures of positive and negative leader affect (i.e., the Leader Affect Questionnaires; LAQs); b) show that there is significant overlap between leadership measures related to the affect captured by the LAQs; c) demonstrate that the LAQs can reduce the strength of the relationships between leadership measures and other variables when they are used as control variables; and d) show that the LAQs account for significant variance in outcomes beyond that explained by other leadership measures. Ultimately, our findings demonstrate that affect may be the common factor explaining why many leadership measures are so highly intercorrelated.
Conceptual Foundations Subordinate Evaluations of Leadership
A series of empirical and theoretical works by Lord and his colleagues (e.g., Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Lord et al., 1984; Lord, Brown, Harvey, & Hall, 2001; Lord & Shondrick, 2011; Rush et al., 1977; Shondrick et al., 2010) , as well as others (e.g., Eden & Leviatan, 1975; Hunter, Bedell-Avers, & Mumford, 2007) provides convincing evidence that the accuracy of subordinates' evaluations of leaders is questionable and subject to a wide range of influences. Much of the research and discussion of subordinate biases has centered on the construct of implicit leadership theories (ILTs). According to this perspective, followers' evaluations of leaders are typically a result of relatively automatic and reactive categorization processes instead of systematic rational processes such as those described by attribution theory (e.g., Weiner, 1986) . Early research by Eden and Leviatan (1975) demonstrated that the factor structure of ratings of both real and hypothetical leaders were almost identical. Constructive replications by Rush et al. (1977) as well as by Weiss and Adler (1981) supported the notion that ratings of leader behaviors were strongly influenced by raters' ILTs. A series of studies followed that demonstrated support for the notion that evaluations of leaders are influenced by a variety of factors, including ILTs (Cronshaw & Lord, 1987) , performance information (Cronshaw & Lord, 1987; Lord et al., 1978) , and context (Lord et al., 2001) .
A recent article by Hansbrough, Lord, and Schyns (2015) attempted to integrate the research and theory regarding the factors influencing subordinates' evaluations of leaders. The authors discussed a variety of factors that have been found to influence, or are expected to influence, subordinates' ratings of leaders. These factors included followers' individual differences (e.g., personality, positive and negative affectivity, attribution styles, and motives), contextual factors (e.g., leader individual differences such as height, facial appearance, and gender, as well as culture and research methods), and mediating factors (e.g., stereotype activation, perceived similarity, liking, and mood). Hansbrough et al. concluded that all of these factors interact and contribute to inaccuracy in subordinate ratings. They noted that many of the factors are endogenous, which makes it almost impossible to disaggregate their specific effects on leader evaluations. The authors did not claim precedence for any of these factors in the prediction of subordinates' ratings of leaders. In contrast, we propose that affect toward their supervisors is one of the most important factors influencing how subordinates rate their leaders. Hansbrough et al. (2015) discussed liking as one of several factors influencing leadership evaluations, and reviewed two studies that suggest liking (i.e., affect) has a major influence on leader evaluations. The first study (i.e., Brown & Keeping, 2005) explored how liking impacted ratings of transformational leadership. Similar to our conceptualization of affect, Brown and Keeping defined liking as the amount of interpersonal affect that subordinates have toward their supervisors. Their study found that liking was significantly related to all five dimensions of transformational leadership (i.e., idealized influence attributes, idealized influence behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration), and accounted for so much variance that, when they controlled for liking, many of the relationships between transformational leadership and the outcome variables failed to achieve significance.
The second study (i.e., Naidoo, Kohari, Lord, & DuBois, 2010) found that liking accounted for more than 60% of the variance in subordinates' LMX ratings, as well as a majority of the variance in trust and charisma. These results replicated a study by Engle and Lord (1997) , which also found that more than 60% of the variance in LMX ratings was accounted for by subordinates' liking. Earlier This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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studies (Lewter & Lord, 1992; Wayne & Ferris, 1990) provide further support for the notion that a large proportion of the variance in leader ratings is related to subordinate affect. Although this line of research appears promising, we were unable to find any additional work relating to the role of affect in subordinates' leadership ratings. Perhaps the choice of researchers not to explore the role of affect further is because their intent was to develop reliable estimators for the effects of leader behavior rather than explore the process underlying these estimates. For example, Hansbrough et al. (2015, p. 226) commented "because liking is not exogenous, but rather part of the process that causes leadership, controlling for liking will still not produce consistent estimators for effects of leader behavior". While Hansbrough et al. (2015) considered liking as one of many factors biasing subordinate ratings of their leaders, we propose that subordinates' affective reactions to their supervisors are the primary mechanism by which their ILTs are triggered and encoded. More specifically, the work of Srull and Wyer (1989) and Zajonc (1980) indicates that affective reactions are instantaneous and initiate cognitive processes, such as the recall of schemata. Thus, we propose that the positive and negative affective experiences that subordinates recall when responding to leadership questionnaires trigger schemata they have built regarding their supervisors. If the triggered affective reaction is positive, responses to questions that relate to the subordinates' ILTs are positive. If the triggered affective reaction is negative, it invokes a negative comparison to the ILT, resulting in negative responses to the specific items in questionnaires, regardless of their content. Although this process can be viewed as a halo effect, we view the affective reaction as an antecedent that triggers the ILTs that are specific to each subordinate and the schemata that are specific to each subordinate's supervisor. As a result, we expect that the majority of the variance in leadership questionnaires is related to the amount of positive and negative affect subordinates experience when asked to evaluate their supervisor.
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS)
A second body of literature which informed our thinking is the research on BARS (Smith & Kendall, 1963) . BARS were developed to guide evaluators to use specific job-oriented behaviors to overcome the biases associated with graphic rating scales, which are numerically, rather than behaviorally, anchored. By focusing on behaviors, it was theorized that biases and the high intercorrelations between scales could be overcome, resulting in more valid evaluations.
Research failed to establish the superiority of BARS. An early review by Schwab, Heneman and DeCotis (1975) concluded that there was little difference in the reliability and validity of BARS versus other rating formats. Other reviews (Atkin & Conlon, 1978; Kingstrom & Bass, 1981; Landy & Farr, 1980; Murphy & Constans, 1987; Nathan & Alexander, 1985) reached similar conclusions. A comprehensive review by Viswesvaran et al. (2005) proposed that the failure of BARS to demonstrate the independence of appraisal dimensions reflects the existence of a general factor common to all of the performance dimensions. Viswesvaran et al. speculated that this common factor was related to citizenship behavior but acknowledged that the exact nature of the factor was unclear. Nathan and Alexander (1985) contended that performance ratings result from impression-based cognitive structures, as opposed to observations of specific behaviors. According to this perspective, evaluators have implicit theories about performance. When evaluating an individual, raters rely upon their general impression (e.g., good or bad), which is then matched to their implicit theory of performance. This position is supported by several studies (e.g., Binning, Zaba, & Whattam, 1986; McElroy & Downey, 1982; Phillips & Lord, 1982) . We expect that a similar evaluative process affects subordinates' judgments of their supervisors and that affective reactions to supervisors are the primary stimulus which initiates this process. Although it may be coincidental, a general factor accounted for about 60% of the variance in subordinate performance appraisals (Viswesvaran et al., 2005) and about 60% of the variance in ratings found in the two studies on liking described earlier (i.e., Brown & Keeping, 2005; Naidoo et al., 2010) . Thus, we propose that the general factor that Viswesvaran et al. found is related to liking and that a large proportion of the variance in subordinates' ratings of their supervisors is attributable to subordinate affect (perhaps as much as 60%).
Research on Decision Making and Emotion
We view subordinates' responses to questionnaires as a series of decisions. Research on decision-making often questions the rationality of the decision process. Decision makers frequently use heuristics (i.e., cognitive short-cuts; Simon, 1967) to simplify the process. Fiske and Taylor (1991) argued that in many situations, decision makers are motivated to conserve effort and cognitive resources. They described decision makers as cognitive misers who resort to heuristics when resources are strained or the task is not viewed as important.
Relatedly, Baumeister and Bushman (2008) drew from theorizing in social psychology (e.g., Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Srull & Wyer, 1988) to describe a dual process model of cognitive processing. One model is automatic, quick, and efficient, relying on short-cuts such as heuristics and implicit theories, whereas the other model is more conscious and thoughtful, such as the processes described by attribution (Weiner, 1985) and stress theories (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) . The second and more elaborate process is activated when the situation is viewed as surprising, important, or stressful. The more efficient and automatic processes are activated when the outcome is not viewed as particularly important or stressful. We expect that subordinates do not generally view situations in which they are asked to rate their leaders as particularly stressful or important. As a result, we believe that respondents are motivated to conserve resources, which is consistent with Fiske and Taylor's (1991) cognitive miser analogy and the types of heuristics (e.g., implicit theories) described by the automatic part of the dual process model.
Research also indicates that emotions play a central role in decision making. The neuropsychological work by Damasio (1994) and Bechara, Damasio, Damasio, and Lee (1999) demonstrated that profound deficits in decision making capacities exist for individuals who have experienced neurological impairments in the emotional centers of the brain. In a recent review of the relationships between motivation and decision making, Lerner et al. (2015, p. 801) concluded that "many psychological scientists This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
now assume that emotions are, for better or worse, the dominant driver of most meaningful decisions in life". In their review, Lerner at al. (2015) emphasized that emotions typically precede cognitions, and emotions are often viewed as initiating cognitive processes. The models of stress by Lazarus and Folkman (1984) and the attribution process by Weiner (1986) both begin with a primary appraisal of the situation that results in an affective reaction as to whether the situation is "good" or "bad". We expect that when subordinates are asked to evaluate their supervisors via questionnaires, they also have immediate affective reactions depending on the scripts and schemata they have stored regarding their supervisor. Further, we expect that the scripts and schemata are then matched to their ILTs. Also, we expect that for many subordinates, initial affective reactions to their supervisors drive their leadership ratings. We also recognize that because of dual processing and individual differences, some subordinates may engage in the conscious processing described by the dual process model. Thus, although a major proportion of the variance in subordinates' ratings of their supervisors may be attributable to affect, other factors are also important.
In addition to the perspective we gained from the neuropsychological work, recent theory and research concerning affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) also informed our thinking. According to affective events theory, individuals experience a continuous series of affective events throughout their workday that influences their moods and emotions which, in turn, influence their work attitudes and behaviors. Given that supervisors are a major factor in subordinates' work environments, we expect that the affective events associated with their supervisors have a considerable influence on their evaluations of their leaders. We reason that as subordinates experience affective events involving their supervisors, the events are continuously encoded into affective schemata. When asked to evaluate their supervisors, we expect that these affective schemata are activated and matched with subordinates' ILTs.
Summary: Theoretical Foundations
Combining what we have learned from the three perspectives described above, we believe that when subordinates are asked to rate their supervisors via questionnaires, the process begins with their affective reactions to their supervisors, both positive and negative. Subordinates then match their affective supervisor schemata to their ILT so the degree to which supervisors are rated positively or negatively corresponds to the degree that subordinates' supervisory schemata match their ILTs. As a result, we expect that subordinate affect accounts for a major proportion of the variance in subordinates' ratings of their leaders. In order to explore the contribution of subordinate affect to leadership ratings, we developed and validated the positive and negative LAQs, which we describe below. After developing these measures, we conducted constructive replications of three leadership studies and included the LAQs to explore the role that affect plays in subordinates' leadership ratings.
Method: Development and Validation of the LAQs 1
We followed the recommendations of Hinkin (1995 Hinkin ( , 1998 and MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Podsakoff (2011) to use a multistep procedure to develop and validate the positive and negative LAQs. We developed the positive LAQ measure in Studies 1-3 using content validity assessments, exploratory factor analyses (i.e., EFAs), and confirmatory factor analyses (i.e., CFAs). Then, we developed the negative LAQ measure in Studies 4 -6 using the same measure development procedures we used for the positive LAQ. In Study 7, we assessed the convergent and discriminant validity of both measures. In Studies 8 -10, we demonstrated criterion-related and predictive validity by examining partial correlations and controlling for affect with the LAQs while replicating prior leadership studies in the areas of abusive supervision, transformational leadership, transactional leadership, ethical leadership, and LMX.
Study 1: Item Development and Content Validity
Assessment of the Positive LAQ
Item Development
We used Hinkin's (1998) deductive scale development approach to generate items for the positive LAQ. Specifically, we used our definition of positive leader affect (i.e., the degree to which subordinates have positive feelings about their supervisors) to create potential items for the positive LAQ. We drew inspiration from prior theories and measures of affect (i.e., Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988; Weiner, 1985; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) , social exchange (i.e., Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, Giles, & Walker, 2007; Colquitt, Baer, Long, & Halvorsen-Ganepola, 2014) , and LMX (i.e., Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden & Maslyn, 1998) when creating the initial pool of items for the positive LAQ. Ultimately, we developed an initial list of 78 potential items that included content relevant to our conceptualization of leader affect (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2016). We followed Hardy and Ford's (2014) recommendations to assess the initial list of 78 items for content validity.
Content Validity
We selected five faculty members and six doctoral students from universities in the United States as respondents for a Q-sort activity. Each respondent was sent an electronic survey that included all 78 of the items initially developed. Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that each of the items corresponded with our definition of positive leader affect according to an agreement scale (1 ϭ "Strongly disagree" to 7 ϭ "Strongly agree"). The definition of leader affect was presented before each set of 10 items to keep the definition salient for respondents. The mean score for each group (i.e., faculty member, doctoral student) was weighted equally in order to create a composite score. We retained the 10 items for further analysis that had a weighted mean of at least 6.00. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
Study 2: Initial Factor Structure Assessment of the Positive LAQ via EFAs

Sample and Procedures
We recruited 300 respondents from Amazon's Mechanical Turk (MTurk; Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011) platform to examine the factor structure of the 10 items that were retained from Study 1. Respondents were paid 50 cents each to complete a survey that included demographic items and the 10 positive LAQ items from Study 1. Respondents were instructed to think about their immediate supervisors and indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with the 10 positive LAQ items by selecting the appropriate choice along a seven-point agreement scale (1 ϭ "Strongly disagree" to 7 ϭ "Strongly agree").
The final sample consisted of 272 respondents who provided usable data and met this study's inclusion criteria (i.e., 90.67% usable data), which required that respondents were adults at least 18 years of age who worked with direct supervisors at least 20 hr per week in U.S. organizations other than MTurk. Also, we included an instructed item in the survey to ensure that respondents were dedicating appropriate levels of attention throughout the completion of the survey (DeSimone, Harms, & Desimone, 2015; Meade & Craig, 2012) , and screened respondents' MTurk identification codes (IDs) to ensure that no respondent was included in the study more than once. The 272 respondents in the final sample averaged 31.99 years of age (SD ϭ 8.79), 5.11 years of tenure with their organizations (SD ϭ 4.97), 3.20 years of tenure with their supervisors (SD ϭ 3.15), and 37.43 hr of work per week at organizations other than MTurk (SD ϭ 9.09). The majority of respondents (63.97%) were male. Respondents represented various levels of education (i.e., 45.59% held bachelor's degrees, 21.32% completed some college), job functions (e.g., 14.71% sales, 12.50% administration), levels in U.S. organizations (e.g., 48.16% staff/associate level, 22.06% middle management), and industries (e.g., 17.65% educational, health, and social services, 15.07% retail trade).
EFA Results
We conducted EFAs (see Preacher & MacCallum, 2003) with SPSS 23.0 using principal axis factor extraction and varimax (i.e., orthogonal) rotation, per Hinkin's (1998) recommendations. We required that items demonstrate a loading of .40 or higher on only one factor in order to be retained. We also required Eigenvalues greater than 1.00 and used visual examination of the scree plot to retain factors. The results of the EFAs are presented in Appendix A and demonstrate that all 10 items loaded strongly on the first and only identified factor, which accounted for about 81.71% of the explained variance.
A purpose of this study was to develop a brief measure, so we retained the five highest loading items. Then, we examined the factor structure of the five-items to determine whether the construct validity suffered by shortening the measure. The overlapping content in the retained and deleted items, the loading of all of the items on a single factor with reflective indicators, the high interitem correlations, and the nearly perfect correlation between the five-item and 10-item measures of positive LAQ (i.e., r ϭ .99, p Ͻ .01) justified the criteria we applied for retaining items. The five items that comprised the final positive LAQ strongly loaded on a single factor in the EFA, which accounted for 86.09% of the explained variance. Table 1 provides a full list of the positive LAQ items. Next, we conducted CFAs using an organizational sample of data so we could further examine the factor structure of the positive LAQ. Note. We report the standardized item loadings for the confirmatory factory analysis (CFA) results. a None of the values were exactly .000 or 1.000, but some results rounded down to .00 or up to 1.00. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Study 3: Initial Factor Structure Assessment of the Positive LAQ via CFAs Sample and Procedures
We recruited participants from the North American headquarters of a large truck manufacturer to confirm the factor structure of the positive LAQ. Employees were encouraged by their supervisors to participate in the data collection effort. Ultimately, 342 respondents provided complete and usable data. The respondents averaged 45.84 years of age (SD ϭ 11.48) and 80.41% were male. Respondents reported various levels of organizational tenure (e.g., 28.65% reported 1-5 years, 23.98% reported 6 -10 years) and education (e.g., 45.32% held bachelor's degrees, 24.85% held master's degrees).
We conducted CFAs in AMOS 23.0 (Arbuckle, 2013) to confirm the factor structure of the positive LAQ. According to Hu and Bentler's (1999) Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . The five items also demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consistency, as evidenced by the estimates of Cronbach's alpha (␣ ϭ .98) and composite reliability (.98) reported in Table 1 . Table 1 provides CFA results, fit statistics, and descriptive statistics for the five-item positive LAQ across studies. The results of this initial factor structure assessment supported the use of the five-item positive LAQ.
Study 4: Item Development and Content Validity Assessment of the Negative LAQ
At the suggestion of the action editor and reviewers, we also developed a negative LAQ measure. The negative LAQ was an important addition because positive and negative affect can have independent effects on organizational phenomena that contribute incremental predictive and explanatory power (Tellegen, Watson, & Clark, 1999) . We followed the procedures outlined in Study 1 to develop items that corresponded with our conceptualization of negative leader affect (i.e., the degree to which subordinates have negative feelings about their supervisors). We created an initial pool of 52 items. Then, we selected five faculty members and five doctoral-level students from universities in the United States as respondents for a Q-sort activity that was structured and evaluated identically to the Q-sort activity described in Study 1. Ultimately, we retained 15 items that had a weighted mean of at least 6.00 on our seven-point agreement scale.
Study 5: Initial Factor Structure Assessment of the Negative LAQ via EFAs
We compensated 300 respondents from MTurk 50 cents each to complete a survey that included demographic items and the 15 negative LAQ items identified in Study 4. We used the same data collection procedures and inclusion criteria described in Study 2. All of the respondents met the inclusion criteria. The 300 respondents in the final sample averaged 33.61 years of age (SD ϭ 9.80), 5.59 years of tenure with their organizations (SD ϭ 5.35), 3.57 years of tenure with their supervisors (SD ϭ 3.39), and 39.17 hr of work per week at organizations other than MTurk (SD ϭ 7.06). The majority of respondents (61.00%) were male. Respondents represented various levels of education (i.e., 43.33% held bachelor's degrees, 23.00% completed some college), job functions (e.g., 15.00% administration, 14.67% sales), levels in U.S. organizations (e.g., 43.33% staff/associate level, 29.67% middle management), and industries (e.g., 20.67% educational, health, and social services, 13.00% information).
EFA Results
We followed the same EFA procedures described in Study 2. The results are presented in Appendix B. Initially, we chose the five highest loading items for the negative LAQ, but one of the items was problematic (i.e., "I do not like my supervisor") because low liking or the absence of liking does not necessarily equate to disliking (e.g., Daniels & Berkowitz, 1963) . Thus, we did not include the problematic item in the final measure. Ultimately, the five items that comprise the final negative LAQ correlated highly with the full 15-item measure, r ϭ .99, p Ͻ .01 and strongly loaded on a single factor in the EFA that accounted for 88.11% of the explained variance. Next, we collected a sample from working professional MBA students to examine the factor structure of the negative LAQ.
Study 6: Initial Factor Structure Assessment of the Negative LAQ via CFAs
We recruited working professional MBA students who attended a private university in the Southeastern United States to complete a survey that included the negative LAQ and demographic items. Ultimately, 243 respondents were at least 18 years old, worked at least 20 hr per week, reported to a direct supervisor, and provided complete and usable data. The respondents averaged 33.58 years of age (SD ϭ 6.67), 4.34 years of tenure with their organizations (SD ϭ 3.58), 2.08 years of tenure with their supervisors (SD ϭ 2.15), and 46.94 hr of work per week at their organizations (SD ϭ 7.10). The majority of respondents (60.91%) were male. Respondents represented various levels of education (i.e., 48.56% held master's degrees or were about to be conferred with a master's degree, 48.15% held bachelor's degrees), job functions (e.g., 20.58% management, 16.87% accounting/finance), levels in U.S. organizations (e.g., 40.74% middle management, 30.45% staff/ associate level), and industries (e.g., 22.63% manufacturing, 19.75% finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing).
Next, we conducted CFAs using the same procedures from Study 3. The results demonstrated acceptable fit to the data ( 2 [5] ϭ 21.37, CFI ϭ .99, TLI ϭ .98, RMSEA ϭ .12, SRMR ϭ .02). The five-item negative LAQ measure demonstrated acceptable levels of convergent validity because each item loaded significantly on the negative LAQ construct, had standardized item loadings greater than .50, and the average variance extracted (AVE ϭ .82) value was above .50 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) . The five items also demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consisThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
tency, as evidenced by the estimates of Cronbach's alpha (␣ ϭ .96) and composite reliability (.96) reported in Table 2 . Table 2 also provides CFA results, fit statistics, and descriptive statistics for the negative LAQ across studies. Overall, the results of the factor structure assessment in Study 6 support the use of the five-item negative LAQ. Thus, we proceeded to test the convergent and discriminant validity of the LAQs in Study 7.
Study 7: Convergent and Discriminant Validity Study
Sample and Procedures
One dollar each to complete an electronic survey. The 296 respondents in the final sample (i.e., 98.67% usable data) averaged 34.60 years of age (SD ϭ 9.94), 5.68 years of tenure with their organizations (SD ϭ 4.87), 4.18 years of tenure with their supervisors (SD ϭ 3.79), and 39.70 hr of work per week at organizations other than MTurk (SD ϭ 6.72). A slight majority (53.72%) of the respondents were male. Respondents represented various levels of education (e.g., 41.89% held bachelor's degrees, 22.30% completed some college), job functions (e.g., 15.20% sales, 12.84% administration), levels in U.S. organizations (e.g., 42.23% staff/associate level, 27.70% middle management), and industries (e.g., 16.55% educational, health, and social services, 13.18% finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing).
Measures
We used a seven-point agreement response format (1 ϭ "Strongly disagree" to 7 ϭ "Strongly agree") for all measures, unless otherwise noted. Higher scores for each measure indicated greater perceptions of each variable.
The LAQs. The five items developed in the previous studies were used to measure the positive LAQ (␣ ϭ .98) and negative LAQ (␣ ϭ .96).
Abusive supervision. We used Tepper's (2000) 15-item measure of abusive supervision (␣ ϭ .96). Responses to the statement "My boss . . ." were recorded on a 5-point frequency scale (1 ϭ "I cannot remember him/her using this behavior with me," 5 ϭ "He/she uses this behavior very often with me"). "Puts me down in front of others" and "Tells me I'm incompetent" were sample scale items.
Authentic leadership. We used Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, and Peterson's (2008) 16-item measure of authentic leadership (␣ ϭ .97). Responses to the statement "My leader:" were recorded on a 5-point frequency scale (1 ϭ "Not at all," 5 ϭ "Frequently, if not always"). "Says exactly what he or she means" and "Encourages everyone to speak their mind" were sample scale items.
LMX. We used Liden and Maslyn's (1998) LMX-12 measure of LMX (␣ ϭ .96). "My supervisor would come to my defense if I were 'attacked' by others" and "I do work for my supervisor that goes beyond what is specified in my job description" were two of the scale items. In addition to examining the LMX-12 measure in its entirety, we examined the three-item dimension labeled affect (␣ ϭ .94). We also used Graen and Uhl-Bien's (1995) LMX-7 measure of LMX (␣ ϭ .95) in order to provide a holistic view of the overlap between the LAQs and widely used measures of LMX. "My leader understands my job problems and needs" and "I would characterize my working relationship with my leader as effective" were two scale items. Note. We report the standardized item loadings for the confirmatory factory analysis (CFA) results. a None of the values were exactly .000 or 1.000, but some results rounded down to .00 or up to 1.00. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Social desirability. We used Fischer and Fick's (1993) Revised Form X1 to measure social desirability (␣ ϭ .76). Four items were negatively worded, so we reverse-scored these items. "I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake" and "I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's feelings" were sample scale items.
Positive affectivity. We used Watson et al.'s (1988) 10-item measure of positive affectivity (␣ ϭ .93). Respondents were asked to report how they generally felt using a 5-point frequency scale (1 ϭ "Very slightly or not at all," 5 ϭ "Extremely"). "Excited" and "Inspired" were sample scale items.
Negative affectivity. We used Watson et al.'s (1988) 10-item measure of negative affectivity (␣ ϭ .95). Respondents were asked to report how they generally felt using a 5-point frequency scale (1 ϭ "Very slightly or not at all," 5 ϭ "Extremely"). "Distressed" and "Upset" were sample scale items. Tables 1 and 2 , respectively. Additionally, the LAQs demonstrated acceptable levels of convergent validity because all items significantly and strongly loaded on the LAQ constructs (positive LAQ: AVE ϭ .90; negative LAQ: AVE ϭ .82). Further, high levels of internal consistency were present for both LAQs (positive LAQ: ␣ ϭ .98; composite reliability ϭ .98; negative LAQ: ␣ ϭ .96; composite reliability ϭ .96). Table 3 provides the results of two-factor and one-factor CFAs across the studies that included both LAQs (i.e., Studies 7-10). As indicated, a two-factor CFA that included both LAQs demonstrated acceptable fit in Study 7 ( 2 [34] ϭ 134.91, CFI ϭ .98, TLI ϭ .97, RMSEA ϭ .10, SRMR ϭ .03), as well as in Studies 8 -10. Although the correlations between the latent factors were high in each study (range: Ϫ.77 to Ϫ.86), the results of the one-factor solutions demonstrated consistently unacceptable fit. Thus, we proceeded with the two-factor solution.
Measure Assessment
We assessed discriminant validity by examining the zero-order correlations between the LAQs and the other study variables. The LAQs were strongly correlated, r ϭ Ϫ.80, p Ͻ .01, but not so strongly correlated that they did not demonstrate independent relationships with the other study variables. Not surprisingly, the results presented in Table 4 demonstrated that the LAQs were highly correlated with abusive supervision, authentic leadership, LMX-12, the affect dimension of LMX-12, and LMX-7 (|.64| Ͻ r Ͻ |.92|). In addition, all of the correlations between abusive supervision, authentic leadership, LMX-12, the affect dimension of LMX-12, and LMX-7 were high (|.55| Ͻ r Ͻ |.93|), which lends support to the argument that many leadership constructs likely are conceptually and empirically confounded, or at least share some common source of variance (Martinko, Harvey, & Mackey, 2014) .
Next, we examined partial correlations between study variables that controlled for the effects of the LAQs. As shown above the diagonal in Table 4 , the partial correlations demonstrated that the LAQs generally had strong effects on the obtained correlations among leadership variables. We used 95% confidence intervals (CIs) with bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa) bootstrapping (n ϭ 5,000) to determine whether there were significant differences between the zero-order correlations and partial correlations. The differences between all of the zero-order correlations and partial correlations for the abusive supervision, authentic leadership, LMX-12, the affect dimension of LMX-12, and LMX-7 were significant because the 95% CIs did not overlap. For example, the zero-order correlations between abusive supervision and the other forms of leadership (authentic leadership, LMX-12, LMX-7) were all strong and significant (Ϫ.62 Ͻ r Ͻ Ϫ.55), but none of the partial correlations were significant (Ϫ.08 Ͻ r Ͻ .05). Additionally, the zero-order correlation between abusive supervision and LMX-12 (i.e., r ϭ Ϫ.61, 95% CI [Ϫ.70, Ϫ.51]) significantly differed from the (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) to determine the amount of variance in the various leadership constructs that was explained by the LAQs. Notably, the LAQs explained the majority of the variance in abusive supervision (R 2 ϭ .67), authentic leadership (R 2 ϭ .64), LMX-12 (R 2 ϭ .82), the affect dimension of LMX-12 (R 2 ϭ .85), and LMX-7 (R 2 ϭ .78). The results of Study 7 demonstrated that the LAQs had the expected levels of convergent and discriminant validity, and showed that the LAQs were only moderately correlated with social desirability, positive affectivity, and negative affectivity. The results also established that leader affect is highly associated with subordinates' favorable (i.e., authentic leadership, LMX) and unfavorable (i.e., abusive supervision) perceptions of leaders. Thus, we proceeded to examine the criterion-related and predictive validity of the LAQs in Studies 8 -10 by replicating prior leadership studies while controlling for the LAQs.
Study 8: Criterion-Related and Predictive Validity
In Study 8, we conducted a constructive replication of Tepper, Carr, Breaux, Geider, Hu, and Hua's (2009) 
abusive supervision study
Sample and Procedures
We replicated the first study from Tepper et al.'s (2009) examination of the interactive effects of abusive supervision and intention to quit on organization-and supervisor-directed deviance. We compensated 825 respondents from MTurk 50 cents each to complete a survey that included the LAQs and all of the measures reported in Tepper et al.'s first study. The final sample consisted of 806 respondents who provided usable data and met the inclusion criteria and data screening requirements described in Study 2 (i.e., 97.70% usable data).
Similar to Tepper et al.'s (2009) sample, our sample consisted of employees across job functions (e.g., 14.64% administration, 13.77% sales), levels in organizations (e.g., 46.15% staff/associate level, 27.05% middle management), and across industries (e.g., 22.21% educational, health, and social services, 13.28% finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing). Respondents' genders (Tepper et al. : 47% male; current study: 44.29% male), ages (Tepper et al.: x ϭ 2.24; current study: x ϭ 2.53; age was coded such that 18 -25 ϭ 1, 26 -35 ϭ 2, 36 -45 ϭ 3, 46 -55 ϭ 4, 56 -65 ϭ 5, and over 65 ϭ 6), and tenure with supervisor (Tepper et al.: x ϭ 4.12 years; current study: x ϭ 3.76 years) were similar across studies. Further, the results in Appendix C demonstrated that the means ( x), standard deviations (SD), internal consistency (␣), and zero-order correlation estimates for all variables generally were similar across studies. Additionally, we report partial correlations for study variables in Appendix D.
Analyses and Results
We replicated Tepper et al.'s (2009) use of hierarchical moderated multiple regression (Cohen et al., 2003) Note. Zero-order correlations are reported below the diagonal (n ϭ 296). Partial correlations while controlling for positive LAQ and negative LAQ are reported above the diagonal. All statistical significance tests were based on two-tailed tests (␣ ϭ .05). Bold partial correlations significantly differed from zero-order correlations (i.e., the 95% confidence intervals for the zero-order and partial correlations did not overlap). LMX ϭ leader-member exchange; LAQ ϭ leader affect questionnaire.
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Partial correlations. The LAQs demonstrated moderate-tohigh (i.e., |.32| Ͻ r Ͻ |.70|) zero-order correlations with the nondemographic variables in our study. Also, the positive LAQ, r ϭ Ϫ.56, p Ͻ .01 and negative LAQ, r ϭ .70, p Ͻ .01 were both strongly associated with abusive supervision. We examined partial correlations between the focal variables while controlling for the LAQs (see Appendix D) . Notably, several of the zero-order correlations and partial correlations significantly differed because the 95% CIs did not overlap. For example, the zero-order correlation between abusive supervision and supervisor-directed deviance (i.e., r ϭ .59, 95% CI [.50, .66]) significantly differed from the partial correlation for this relationship (i.e., r ϭ .33, 95% CI [.21, .44]). Additional supplementary analyses are available in Appendixes F-I.
Study 9: Criterion-Related and Predictive Validity.
In Study 9, we conducted a constructive replication of Epitropaki and Martin's (2005) transformational and transactional leadership study
Sample and Procedures
We replicated Epitropaki and Martin's (2005) examination of the interactive effects of leadership perceptions (i.e., transformational leadership and transactional leadership) and individual difference variables (i.e., separateness-connectedness self-schema, positive affectivity, and negative affectivity) on organizational identification. Epitropaki and Martin collected cross-sectional data from 502 employees who worked at banks in Greece. We compensated 525 respondents from MTurk 50 cents each to complete a survey that included the LAQs and all of the measures reported in Epitropaki and Martin's study. We received complete and usable data from 507 respondents who met the inclusion criteria described in the previous studies (i.e., 96.57% usable data).
Similar to Epitropaki and Martin's (2005) sample, ours was comprised of relatively equal numbers of males and females (Epitropaki and Martin: 50 .4% males; current study: 46.94% males). Respondents' ages (Epitropaki and Martin: x ϭ 34.76 years; current study:
x ϭ 35.00 males) and organizational tenure (Epitropaki and Martin: x ϭ 6.02 years; current study: x ϭ 5.41 years) were also similar, as were respondents' roles in managerial/ supervisory jobs (Epitropaki and Martin: 25.4%; current study: 29.19%) and clerical/administrative jobs (Epitropaki and Martin: 61.2%; current study: 61.93%). The results in Appendix J demonstrate that the means ( x), standard deviations (SD), internal consistency (␣), and zero-order correlation estimates for all variables were similar across studies as well.
Analyses and Results
We conducted moderated hierarchical regression analyses (Cohen et al., 2003) in SPSS 23.0 to replicate the results obtained in Epitropaki and Martin's (2005) study. The results from Epitropaki and Martin's study, as well as our replication study with and without the LAQs as control variables, are reported in Appendix K. The results in Appendix K demonstrated that we were able to replicate most of Epitropaki and Martin's findings, except for the main effect of transactional leadership on organizational identification. Further, our results demonstrated that the positive LAQ was a significant predictor of organizational identification in the final step of the regression equation (B ϭ .16, p Ͻ .01), whereas the negative LAQ was not (B ϭ .02, ns).
Partial correlations. The LAQs were both strongly associated with transformational leadership (positive LAQ: r ϭ .77, p Ͻ .01; negative LAQ: r ϭ Ϫ.65, p Ͻ .01), but were weakly associated with transactional leadership (positive LAQ: r ϭ .09, p Ͻ .05; negative LAQ: r ϭ .08, ns). Also, we examined partial correlations between the focal variables while controlling for the LAQs (see Appendix J). Importantly, the zero-order correlation between transformational leadership and organizational identification (r ϭ .68, 95% CI [.62, .74]) significantly differed from the partial correlation for this relationship (r ϭ .40, 95% CI [.30, .49] ). Additional supplementary analyses are shown in Appendixes L-N.
The findings reported above are not surprising because the dimensions of transformational leadership (i.e., idealized influence attributes, idealized influence behaviors, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration) likely are more susceptible to influence from subordinates' affective evaluations than the dimensions of transactional leadership (i.e., contingent reward, active management-by-exception, and passive management-by-exception). Thus, the results make conceptual sense given that transformational leadership assesses followers' perceptions of leadership behaviors meant to develop their followers, whereas transactional leadership assesses followers' perceptions of supervisory interactions with specific exchange purposes (Bass & Avolio, 1995) .
Study 10: Criterion-Related and Predictive Validity.
In Study 10, we conducted a constructive replication of Mahsud, Yukl, and Prussia's (2010) ethical leadership and LMX study
Sample and Procedures
We replicated Mahsud et al.'s (2010) study of the impact of leader empathy, ethical leadership, and relation-oriented behavior on LMX. Mahsud et al. collected responses from 218 business students who were employed and reported to a supervisor. We compensated 225 respondents from MTurk 50 cents each to complete a survey that included the LAQs and all of the measures reported in Mahsud et al.'s study. The final sample consisted of 213 individuals who met the inclusion criteria described in the previous studies (i.e., 94.67% usable data).
Respondents' average age was 34.16 years (Mahsud et al., 2010: x ϭ 38 years) and their average organizational tenure was 6.18 years (Mahsud et al.: average reported as two to three years). All respondents in both samples had direct managers to whom they reported, and many were also managers themselves (Mahsud et al.: 40%; current study: 35.68%). The sample populations differed regarding the gender of respondents (Mahsud et al.: 43% male; current study: 56.81% male) and the gender of respondents' supervisors (Mahsud et al. : 36% male; current study: 61.03% male). The results in Appendix O demonstrated that the means ( x), standard deviations (SD), internal consistency (␣), and zero-order correlation (r) estimates generally were similar across the two studies. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Analyses and Results
We used SPSS 23.0 to conduct hierarchical multiple regression analyses (Cohen et al., 2003) in order to replicate Mahsud et al.'s (2010) 
Discussion
Our findings support the conclusions that a) the LAQs provide highly reliable and valid measures for assessing subordinates' evaluations of their leaders; b) there is significant overlap between leadership measures, and much of this overlap appears to be a function of the affect captured by the LAQs; c) when the LAQs are used as control variables, in most cases, it reduces the strength of the relationships between leadership measures and outcome variables and, in some instances, renders these relationships nonsignificant; d) the LAQs account for small but significant increases in the variance of outcomes beyond that explained by other leadership measures; e) there is still a considerable amount of unexplained variance between leadership measures that the LAQs do not capture; and f) there is a considerable amount of variance in outcome measures that is not explained by subordinates' ratings of their leaders.
Although our results are clear, the implications are less obvious and raise a number of intriguing issues. First and foremost is the role of affect in subordinates' evaluations of their leaders. As discussed earlier, emotions often precede cognitions and initiate cognitive processes (Lerner at al., 2015) . Because our research designs were cross-sectional, we were unable to directly test where and when affect enters into subordinates' rating processes. Nonetheless, the strength of our results is consistent with our theoretical framework, which suggests that affect cues an overall judgment based on subordinates' cognitive schemata regarding their supervisors and their ILTs. For the majority of respondents, this results in ratings of their leaders that are consistent with their ILTs as opposed to assessing the specific leadership behaviors. Research is needed to more clearly understand, identify, and verify when and how affect enters into subordinates' evaluations of their leaders. Longitudinal and qualitative studies would be helpful.
It would also be informative to test the effects of affect in situations perceived to be more versus less important. This could be done in laboratory situations by manipulating the purpose and effects of the rating processes. If the results are consistent with our theorizing, affect would have more impact in routine and relatively unimportant evaluations versus evaluations with serious consequences where we would expect more deliberate cognitive processing. It would also be interesting to contrast subordinates' evaluations in new versus mature leader-member dyads. Affective events and the development of cognitive schemata occur over time, so we expect the affective reactions measured by the LAQs to influence evaluations more in mature than less mature subordinatesupervisor dyads. Finally, it might prove worthwhile to employ neurophysiological methodologies to map brain activity. Identifying which parts of the brain are activated at the beginning and during the completion of the questionnaires would be informative and demonstrate whether and to what extent emotional centers of the brain are activated.
A second major issue concerns the high correlations between and among leadership measures that suggests that all of these measures share common variance. Given the high face validity and rigorous process we used to develop the LAQs, it is reasonable to attribute this overlap to affect. However, we recognize the possibility that the common factor underlying the integrity of the LAQs and other leadership measures could be something other than affect. Additional research examining the factor structure of leadership questionnaires is needed. In particular, an EFA that simultaneously evaluates the factor structures for multiple questionnaires would be informative. Some minor rewording of scales and items might be necessary to conduct these analyses, but it would be worth the effort to assess the factor structure and content validity of existing leadership measures. Likewise, it may be possible to conduct a CFA similar to the Harman one-factor test for common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) , but assess affect as the latent factor accounting for the shared variance between measures (see Martinko et al., 2014) .
Our findings regarding the considerable overlap among leadership measures also raise serious questions about the differences between leadership theories and measures. Although the theoretical foundations for authentic leadership, LMX, ethical leadership, and transformational leadership appear to be very different, our results demonstrate that a large percentage of the variance measured by the scales that represent these leadership constructs is the same and appears to be related to affect. Thus, future research would benefit from using the LAQs as control variables. Assuming that the objective of research designs is to explain variance in the criterion variables, using the LAQs as control variables will enable researchers to isolate and more clearly identify and explain the remaining variance in traditional leadership questionnaires. Thus, a major focus of future research should be on explaining the proportion of variance between leadership measures and outcome variables that is not explained by the LAQs. It is possible that the majority of this variance may be error variance, but it is also possible that other constructs such as perceived competence, intelligence, and motivation to lead may explain additional variance and offer new insights into the factors that subordinates consider when evaluating their leaders. Thus, we may be able to develop a more complete understanding of subordinates' rating processes and the distinctions between various theories and their measures.
Another major issue is the use and utility of the LAQs. Our findings demonstrate that the LAQs are highly reliable and that the predictive validity of the LAQs is comparable to other leadership This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
measures. Thus, a case can be made that the affect measured by the LAQs deserves attention as a leadership construct. Unlike Hansbrough et al. (2015, p. 226) , who concluded that "we anticipate that follower liking will be associated with inflated ratings of leader behavior", the evidence we developed supports the position that affect is an integral part of the leader rating process and deserves consideration in its own right. Although we suggest that the LAQs can be used as important control variables, much like our use of the LAQs as control variables in Studies 8 -10, we also argue that the LAQs can be important focal constructs to include in future research. As our theoretical perspective indicates, we view affect as an important part of the evaluative process that cues the initial reaction, which, in turn, cues the recall of causal schemata and the subordinates' ILTs that shape their evaluative responses. Thus, we view affect as a major factor that both initiates and continues to influence the evaluative process.
The term "bias" implies that affect is a factor that, if removed, would result in "objective" evaluations. We view affect as an important endogenous factor that is part of the evaluative process, which is influenced by multiple factors. Thus, instead of viewing affect only as a nuisance variable that needs to be controlled, our results suggest that more research needs to be focused on affect as a substantive variable and its relationship with leader-member relations, subordinate evaluations of leadership behaviors, and as a predictor of individual and organizational outcomes. Moreover, we encourage additional research to explore differences in the development and effects of positive and negative leader affect.
Another issue suggested by the above discussion is whether or not the LAQs are viable substitutes and/or proxies for the other leadership questionnaires. As noted earlier, the LAQ ratings are highly correlated with transformational leadership, authentic leadership, ethical leadership, abusive supervision, and LMX. Also, the predictive validity of the LAQs is comparable to that of the other leadership measures. Due to the high correlations between the LAQs and the other leadership scales, it is likely that subordinates who express high positive and low negative affect toward their leaders will evaluate their leader-member relations positively and also rate their leaders as highly authentic, transformational, and ethical, as well as less abusive. It is also likely that the outcomes of the LAQ ratings will be similar to those of the other leadership measures. Thus, the case can be made that the LAQs can serve as a viable substitute for the other measures. Moreover, from a practical standpoint, managers interested in how their employees view their supervisors could administer the five-item LAQs, which are highly correlated with all of the other leadership measures, instead of multiple and lengthier assessments of leadership.
Our findings may also have implications beyond helping to explain how subordinates evaluate their leaders. More specifically, we believe it would be worthwhile to investigate the role of affect in other important evaluation processes in organizations, such as performance evaluations and hiring decisions, but also decisions made outside of organizational contexts such as personal investments and voting. As discussed earlier, Viswesvaran et al. (2005) identified a single factor that accounted for almost 60% of the variance in performance evaluations. It may be more than coincidental that the 60% of the variance due to the common factor in BARS ratings is similar to the magnitude of the variance we typically found for affect in subordinates' leadership evaluations. The broader literature on decision making (e.g., Lerner et al., 2015) supports the notion that affect plays a critical role in many of the important decisions both within and outside of organizational contexts. Thus, more research into the role affect plays in decision processes within and outside of organizational contexts appears warranted.
Some thought should also be given to the nature and purpose of subordinates' leadership evaluations. Because there appears to be limited discriminant validity among the various forms of leadership questionnaires, inferences regarding the effects of leadership styles and behaviors on outcomes appear uncertain. The links between the leadership styles, behaviors, and organizational outcomes inferred by typical leadership questionnaire studies are also tentative because the majority of the studies linking subordinate leader evaluations with organizational outcomes are crosssectional, which precludes inferences of causation. In addition, the relationships between subordinates' leadership evaluations and organizational outcomes warrant additional attention. If, as suggested above, affect also plays a role in the evaluations of outcome variables, there is the possibility that affect is the underlying factor in the correlations between subordinates' evaluations of their leaders and subordinates' ratings of outcomes such as satisfaction and stress.
Studies assessing subordinates' affect in relation to both their evaluations of leadership and other outcome variables may help deconstruct and explain the relationship between subordinates' ratings of their leaders and organizational outcomes. In addition, it must be recognized that because the majority of the variance in the outcome variables is typically attributable to factors other than subordinate evaluations, there may be factors that are much more important in evaluating leader effectiveness than subordinates' evaluations. Additionally, it will be important for future research to determine the role of leader affect as a boundary condition that can attenuate or enhance the effects of leadership on followers' outcomes. Thus, we encourage future research to examine the interactive effects of various forms of leadership and the LAQs on employees' outcomes.
A potential limitation of our study is the inconsistent pattern of RMSEA values we obtained for some of the positive LAQ, negative LAQ, and two-factor CFAs across studies. Prior research emphasizes the importance of examining fit indices in tandem rather than isolation (Hu & Bentler, 1999) , and has documented the difficulty of obtaining acceptable RMSEA values (Kenny, Kaniskan, & McCoach, 2015) . In particular, Hu and Bentler reported that the RMSEA statistic tends to overreject models for analyses run with small sample sizes (i.e., n Յ 250), whereas the findings for models with larger samples (e.g., n ϭ 500, n ϭ 1,000) tend to be more stable. Kenny et al. built on Hu and Bentler's work by running Monte Carlo simulations, which demonstrated that the low power associated with RMSEA computations for models with low degrees of freedom and/or small sample sizes was problematic. Kenny et al. concluded by stating "that it is advisable for researchers to completely avoid computing the RMSEA when model df are small" (p. 503). Thus, the extent to which the inconsistent RMSEA values in our studies indicate poor fit is not clear because many of our sample sizes were below or around the thresholds Hu and Bentler identified (e.g., Study 3: n ϭ 342; Study 6: n ϭ 243; Study 7: n ϭ 296), and our CFA models had low degrees of freedom (range: 5 to 35). This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Another potential limitation of our study is that our scale is similar to the scales used by Engle and Lord (1997) and Turban, Jones, and Rozelle (1990) to measure liking. However, our scale extends the contributions of these earlier scales by extensively developing and validating the LAQs. Thus, we encourage future research to extend our findings using the LAQs as control and substantive variables in studies that examine leadership.
Conclusion
The objective of this study was to explore the premise that a large proportion of the variance in subordinates' responses to leadership questionnaires can be attributed to the affect that subordinates feel about their supervisors. Thus, we developed and validated the positive and negative LAQs. Our research demonstrated that the LAQs are highly reliable and have both high construct and predictive validity. When we compared the LAQs to traditional leadership measures, we found significant overlap between all of the measures. When the LAQ measures were used as control variables to examine partial correlations, we found that much of the overlap between leadership measures appears to be attributable to the affect that subordinates feel toward their leaders. We also found that when the LAQ measures were used as control variables, they reduced the correlations between leadership measures and outcome measures, and sometimes accounted for variance in outcomes beyond that attributable to other leadership questionnaires.
Our recommendations for research and theory building include: 1) more fully exploring the overlap among leadership measures using the LAQs as control variables; 2) developing studies to explore where and when affect enters into subordinates' evaluations processes; 3) exploring how affect between leaders and subordinates develops over time; 4) further exploration of the predictive validity of the LAQ measures; 5) investigations of the variance in leadership measures not explained by the LAQs; 6) a reconsideration of the utility of subordinates' evaluations of leadership; 7) a more thorough examination of the similarities and differences between and among the various theories of leadership; and 8) exploring the role of affect in other evaluative situations such as selection, job assignment, voting, and investment decisions.
The major contribution of our research is the insight we offer into the foundational assumptions underlying traditional methods of evaluating leadership via subordinate evaluations. Our research suggests that affect is much more than a nuisance variable and plays a critical role in cuing subordinates' evaluations of their leaders, as well as in understanding the relationships between and among the various measures and theories of leadership. Although we have offered numerous suggestions for research, it is ultimately the responsibility of the community of leadership researchers to choose and explore the paths that most clearly illuminate and explicate the process and meaning of subordinates' leadership evaluations. We hope that our findings and the discussion of those findings are constructive and make meaningful contributions that facilitate a more informed understanding of the role that affect plays in subordinates' evaluations of their leaders.
